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DR. WEISS'S TEXT OF THE GOSPELS. 

THE THOUGHTS OF A TEXTUAL CRITIC ON THE TEXT OF 

AN EXEGETE. 

By K. Lake, 
Oxford, England. 

In the first number of the American Journal of Theology 
Dr. Caspar Rene Gregory published an article on " Bernhard 
Weiss and the New Testament." At that time Dr. Weiss's labors 
on the text of the New Testament were about half finished, and 
Dr. Gregory gave an account of its general principles. Since then 
the work has been finished by the publication of the Textkritik 
der vier Evangelien, in 1899, and the Die vier Evangelien im 
berichligten Text, in 1900. 

In the present article I propose to give (1) an account of Dr. 
Weiss's general principles of dealing with textual variations — 
this I shall make very short, as it has really been done sufficiently 
in this Journal by Dr. Gregory; (2) an account of the way in 
which Dr. Weiss has dealt with a few well-known passages; (3) 
some suggestions of what might perhaps prove a better method 
of publishing the Greek text of the gospels. 

Dr. Weiss is primarily an exegete. He has by means of the 
most laborious study, carried on throughout a long life, reached 
such knowledge that his opinion on the meaning of any given 
verse in the gospels carries a weight of its own. That one view 
rather than another is held by Dr. Weiss is, for most of us, a 
very considerable fact. His text therefore has at any rate this 
value. It is the text which has commended itself to a man who 
is thoroughly imbued with the spirit of the New Testament. 

"I insist upon it," said Dr. Gregory, "that the text of the 
New Testament, determined upon by such a man, with such 
preparation, is an event in the history of textual criticism, and I 
wish that his text could be printed in a handy edition by itself, 
so that everyone could conveniently refer to the text of an 
exegete." Dr. Gregory has now got his wish, and we may agree 
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with him that it is certainly an interesting thing to have the text 
of an exegete. 

The method adopted by Dr. Weiss in sifting the variants in 
the text is to go through each gospel with an apparatus criHctts 
and consider each important textual variant, selecting in each 
case that reading which seems to him to be justified, as Dr. Hort 
would have said, by "intrinsic probability." After doing this 
he has made lists of different classes of error which he has 
noted, and has judged each of the Greek manuscripts with which 
he deals in accordance with their freedom from these faults. 

The classes of error which he detects are : {a) harmonization 
among the gospels ; (#) the interchange of words ; (t) omission 
and additions ; (d) alterations of order ; (e) orthographical vari- 
ation. 

In each class Dr. Weiss has many subdivisions. The result 
is to show that no manuscript is free from fault, but that Cod. 
B is the best. 

It is interesting to find that Dr. Weiss thus comes to some- 
thing so nearly approaching Dr. Hort's conclusion, though by a 
different kind of reasoning. It is quite probably the conclusion 
which we ought to reach if we content ourselves with comparing 
Greek manuscripts as Dr. Weiss has done ; and if I venture to 
impugn, as I propose to do in a few moments, the finality of Dr. 
Weiss's judgment, it is not so much from difference of opinion 
as to the validity of his method or result, for his method is 
scholarly and his results are valuable, but because it seems to me 
that there is a great deal of evidence which he has not consid- 
ered. It did not exist in Dr. Hort's time, and Dr. Weiss has 
passed it over. 

But before dealing with that question let us examine some 
of Dr. Weiss's results and see how he has dealt with a few cele- 
brated passages. 

A good series is those passages in which Dr. Hort detected 
signs of "conflation." 

The first one is Mark 6:33, in which the Textus Receptus is 
Kal Tre£rj atrb iraa&v r&v TrSXemv avveSpa/xov iicei teal irporfkOov avroiis, 
koI avvrjXdov irpb? aMv. Dr. Weiss agrees with Dr. Hort in 
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rejecting teal owfjXdov irpbf aMv. I cannot find that he ever 
gives any reason for so doing. I suppose he is contented with 
Dr. Hort's reasoning ; but without in the least wishing to find 
fault with this choice, one is justified in asking whether he has 
paid sufficient attention to the reading of the Syriac, supported by 
a few Greek minuscules, which omits everything after avvib'panov 
itcd. This reading seems very attractive, as it explains all the 
other variants better than any other reading, and certainly pre- 
sents fewer difficulties to the exegete than the reading which Dr. 
Weiss adopts. 

The narrative in his text represents people traveling on foot 
faster than a boat on the lake, and reaching a spot which had 
been selected for its privacy, before those who had originally 
selected it. It is possible to explain away these difficulties, no 
doubt, if one is a skilled exegete, but a mere textualist admits 
that he prefers a more intelligible narrative. 

Another well-known passage in which Dr. Hort saw signs of 
conflation is Mark 9 : 48, 49. The T. R. here is 6 cvetoX^f avr&v 
ov reXevra icai to irvp ov <r/3evwrcu. itck yap irvpl aKurOtfaeTcu, xal 
•nrcura dvala aX\ aXia-O^o-erai. Dr. Hort, following the evidence 
of the grouping of the MSS. rejected the last clause. Dr. 
Weiss does not follow him, but retains the T. R. His reason 
seems to be the difficulty of explaining how the very difficult T. 
R. can have arisen from either of the shorter texts. This may 
be sufficient, but again one would like to know what Dr. Weiss 
thinks of the readings of k, which represents a Greek text : 
mrov 6 <TK&kt)% avr&v oil reXevra ical to irvp ov afievwrai, vrcura Bk 
oicria avaXa>dqo-erai. This gives an excellent sense and avaXwdtf- 
aerai is actually the reading of Cod. M*. It may be objected 
that ovaCa and avaXwdrjo-erai are not Marcan words. This is true, 
but it is a dangerous argument, for it is equally true that iras 
(used without avOpanros as the equivalent of irdvre:) and aXurB^- 
aerai are also not found elsewhere in Mark. 

Therefore, as I said, one would like to know what Dr. Weiss 
thinks of this reading, 1 which gives an excellent sense and the 

1 1 do not wish to be taken to think that k has the right reading. The whole 
passage puzzles me, but the reading of k deserves attention. 
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corruption of which is so easily explained by a mixture of con- 
textual and palaeographical confusion. An important thing to 
notice is that in these two passages Dr. Weiss follows in one 
case the authorities which he deserts in the other, agreeing with 
Westcott and Hort and the great uncials in the former case; with 
the T. R. and the later manuscripts in the second. 

Let us turn to another interesting class of readings, those 
which WH. call Western non-interpolations — a phrase which 
seems to survive because it avoids the verbal admission that the 
so-called Neutral text has suffered interpolations. Dr. Weiss, on 
the whole, agrees with Dr. Hort in rejecting these passages and 
relegating them to the margin. The real authority for their 
rejection is the Old Latin version ; they are, indeed, strictly non- 
Western interpolations, and the Old Latin is not, taking the 
passages as a whole, supported by the Old Syriac in rejecting 
them. 

Dr. Hort rejected these readings, roughly speaking, on the 
ground that it was impossible to suppose that they were ever 
deliberately omitted. If we had had the privilege of knowing his 
judgment on a precisely similar series of omissions in the Old 
Syriac, which of course was unknown to him, I think that he 
would have applied the same reasoning to them, and would have 
recognized the existence of Eastern (or Syriac) non-interpola- 
tions as well as Western (or Latin) non-interpolations. 

Now, since Dr. Weiss does possess the Old Syriac, how is it 
that he does not make this advance ? I cannot help thinking 
that it is because he does not recognize that the Old Latin is 
the real authority for omitting the passages which he omits, but 
rests on the authority of the Greek MS. D, which in this matter 
is really less important than the evidence of the Old Latin. In 
fact, we may take it as certain that Dr. Weiss must be ranked 
among those critics who regard Greek manuscripts as primary 
authorities, and versions as secondary authorities for the text. 

Here, then, are the two great features of Dr. Weiss's text : 
(i) It is subjective and does not follow any definite system of 
valuing and grouping authorities. (2) It regards Greek manu-' 
scripts as of paramount importance and surpassing in value any 
version or any patristic evidence. 
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It is these two points which I wish to discuss. 

The fact that the basis of Weiss's text is subjective criticism, 
at once exposes it to attack from the large number of scholars 
who think that the text of the gospels can be established without 
any recourse being made to subjective criticism. They think 
that the evidence of early witnesses and the genealogical method 
of Westcott and Hort go far enough to enable us to abandon, 
except in an almost negligible number of passages, the subjective 
criticism of Dr. Weiss. 

Personally, I differ from this school of criticism. I think that 
many of them underestimate the subjective character of much of 
the Hortian criticism, and therefore they have no locus standi 
when they complain of Dr. Weiss's text as based on subjective 
criticism, qua subjective criticism, because their own criticism is 
of the same nature. The only difference is that they and Dr. 
Weiss are not subjective at the same points or in the same way. 
Dr. Weiss is subjective in his choice of readings ; the followers 
of Dr. Hort are subjective in the choice of method, and in their 
selection of the Neutral text as preferable to the Western. 

The fact that both schools of criticism think that they are 
guided by scientific principles does not exclude the fact that they 
are subjective, even if scientific. If any one objects to this and 
says, "Above all things be not subjective," I must beg to deny 
the validity of his command and to inquire where he can point to 
any scientific study at all, into which subjective considerations do 
not enter at some point. The only valid argument is to show 
that the subjective element in any piece of work is wrongly used. 

The Hortian school would no doubt say that the subjective 
element of Weiss's criticism is wrongly used, whereas the similar 
element in Dr. Hort's is rightly used. There is some truth in 
this, but it is difficult not to think that the result of the fifteen 
years which have elapsed since the publication of Westcott and 
Hort has been steadily to show that the genealogical method 
only takes us to a point which falls short, some would say very 
short, of the "original Greek" of the gospels. 

It is really important, if we are to make any serious progress 
in textual criticism, to recognize that subjective considerations 
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must be used, and to inquire at what point their special intro- 
duction is legitimate. It seems to me that this point is reached 
when all the important evidence is placed before the critic. Dr. 
Weiss has acted as if he thought that the important evidence was 
all to be found in Greek manuscripts, and therefore introduces his 
subjective criticism when he has considered the text of these, 
passing over the versions. I have already given one example of 
the way in which he passes over the omissions (or non-interpo- 
lations, as at least some of them probably are) in the Old 
Syriac. Let me give two more striking instances of his neglect 
of the versions. 

1. In Matt, i: 16, it is well known that the following series of 
variants are found in that passage : 

(a) "Joseph, to whom was betrothed Mary the Virgin, begat 
Jesus," etc. Syr. Sin. 

(b) "Joseph, to whom being betrothed Mary the Virgin begat 
Jesus," etc. Latt., and some minuscules. 

(c) "Joseph, the husband of Mary, from whom was born 
Jesus," etc. Gk. 

To these we ought perhaps to add the reading, "Joseph begat 
Jesus," etc., which is found in Timothy and Aquila, recently 
edited by Mr. F. C. Conybeare. 

Dr. Weiss simply follows the Greek manuscripts, and gives no 
hint that other readings exist which are strongly supported both 
by external evidence and probability. 

2. In Matt. 27:17 the Sinaitic Syriac, many Fathers, and 
some minuscules support the reading Jesus Barabbas. It is easy 
to explain the omission of this reading from religious sentiment, 
but difficult to see any reason why it should have been invented," 
yet Dr. Weiss passes it over without any notice, because it is not 
found in the great uncials. 

Is Dr. Weiss right in thus relegating the versions to a second- 
ary position and ignoring readings which are not found in the 
Greek manuscripts? I think not, and believe that this is the 
really weak point and incurable defect in Dr. Weiss's method. 

If we follow up the main lines of the spread of Christianity 

* The palseographical reason sometimes given is surely insufficient. 
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over the world and see what early evidence we can gain as to the 
types of text of the gospels which were current at the earliest 
known time, what results do we reach ? Something like this : 

1. In Edessa the earliest text of the gospels, putting aside the 
Diatessaron, was that of the Old Syriac, which was replaced by 
Rabbula's version, the Peshitto, not long after the beginning of 
the fifth century. This text is represented by the Sinaitic and 
Curetonian codices, and the quotations in Aphraates and Ephraim ; 
perhaps the Sinaitic codex is the best of these. 

2. In Alexandria we have the quotations of Clement and also 
probably the text of the type of KB. As I have said in the 
American Journal of Theology for January, 1902, it is very 
doubtful whether SB do not represent a recension of the older 
text found in Clement's quotations ; but for the moment let us 
suppose that KB have an equal claim to represent the oldest 
known text in Alexandria. 

3. In Carthage we have Cyprian's Testimonia and Cod. k, 
even if we take no account of Tertullian's quotations. 

4. From Rome I do not know that we get any quotations 
long enough to be of decisive value much before Novatian, who 
seems to have had a text of the type known as European Latin. 

5. In the West the quotations of Irenaeus are the earliest evi- 
dence. 

These are the chief sources of evidence for the text at an 
early time. It is to these, and not any criticism of Greek manu- 
scripts alone, that we must look for light. 

It may seem paradoxical to say that here we have a field for 
research which has so recently been opened up that it did not 
exist in a practicable form in the time of Westcott and Hort. But 
it is surely true. Westcott and Hort knew practically nothing 
of the Old Syriac text ; their knowledge of the Old Latin was 
very restricted ; the quotations of Clement had not been prop- 
erly edited. We have got all these advantages, and therefore 
there is no excuse for us if we continue to talk of versions and 
Fathers as secondary evidence. Except on small points of order 
and sometimes on questions of wording, the evidence of a ver- 
sion as such is worth as much as a Greek manuscript and the 
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texts of Cyprian, of Clement, of the Old Latin, to say nothing of 
the Old Syriac, are far older than any known Greek manu- 
scripts. 

May I suggest that the time has come for a new kind of edi- 
tion of the text of the gospels? It is not probable that we 
shall ever do very much if we content ourselves with publishing 
texts, of which, as is the case with Dr. Weiss's edition, the chief 
value is that they represent the opinions of a great scholar. 
What is needed is an edition in which the oldest forms of the 
text in different localities are arranged in parallel columns, each 
column having its own apparatus criticus. Such an edition would 
have the Old Syriac, Old Latin, and the Alexandrian texts 
arranged side by side, and perhaps the Latin and Syriac would 
be retranslated into Greek. The number of columns would vary 
in different places, and the details would not be easy to arrange, 
yet I do not see any insuperable difficulty. 

Let me take, as a short example of the appearance which such 
an edition would present, giving those early authorities which are 
easily accessible, the text of Luke 14 : 20 : 



Latt. 


Syrr. 


Clement. 


KB. 


yvvaiKa tyriiw. 


yvvaTxa iyriiia 


yvvaiKa iyriiui, 


yvvaina iyqiw. 


Kii> [Sib D] 




Sib tovto 


Kal Sib. toSto 


oil Siva/mi 


oi Stiva/iai 


06 Siva/Mi 


oi Siva/uu 


i\$eiv 


Meir 


i\6eiv 


e\6eiv 



The question here is the variation in the second line. I sug- 
gest that with such statement of the evidence no scholar would 
do as Dr. Weiss has done — follow KB and quote in support 
Luke 11 : 19, Sih tovto KptraX k. t. X., as a passage which illus- 
trates the "Lucanity" of Sih tovto, because he would see at once 
( 1 ) that this passage, which has no koI, supports the reading of 
Clement of Alexandria and not the reading of KB, so that Dr. 
Weiss has summoned a Balaam to his help in Luke 11:19, which 
has blessed Clement's text and cursed that of KB ; (2) that the 
text of KB seems to be a conflation of the Latin text and Clem- 
ent's text ; (3) that, on the whole, the reading of the Old Syriac 
gives a vigorous text which is intrinsically probable, and is likely 
to have given rise to the two efforts to soften and polish it 
which are found in the Latin and Clement. 
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This example shows the way in which such an edition would 
bring out clearly the fact that, if we trace back the text of the 
gospels to the earliest times, we do not find one or even two types, 
but several which seem to have obtained in various localities. It 
is when these various types have been set out that we need the 
subjective criticism of a scholar like Weiss. It is not enough 
that he should give us his judgment on the various readings which 
are found in Greek manuscripts ; we want to know what he says 
of the other variants which are not found in the extant Greek 
manuscripts, but are shown to have existed in early time by the 
testimony of versions and Fathers. 

It is possible that subjective criticism used in this way, when 
the evidence is properly presented, may tell us more or less clearly 
what was the "earliest text" of the gospels. 

At the same time there is a fundamental point which is, I fear, 
sometimes overlooked. We still continue to talk of the "true" 
text or the "original" text, in the same way that our ancestors 
talked when they believed that the gospels were written in their 
present form by the writers whose names they bear. In other 
words, we still talk about the text as though the synoptic problem 
had not been discovered. But in reality the synoptic problem 
has profoundly altered the conditions of the textual question. 
Unless I am deceived, the line which is drawn between the last 
redactors, with whom the higher critics deal, and the early glos- 
sators, with whom the textualists deal, is an entirely artificial 
one. There is no difference in kind between the work of the last 
redactors — such, for instance, as the men who added icaOapi^mv 
iroana to, fipmnara in Mark — and the work of the man who added 
the doxology to the Lord's Prayer in Matthew. The work of 
redactors, who added a little here, and modified a little there, 
went on for a long time, and in many places, the result being that 
the ultimately received text in one part of the world differed from 
that in another. 

Therefore we can really only treat the text of the gospels in 
two ways. We can restore with considerable and quite sufficient 
accuracy the text of various churches in the form into which it 
ultimately was crystallized. The differences between these vari- 
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ous ecclesiastical texts is of the utmost importance in tracing the 
varied development of thought, because in the earliest time the 
thought of the local church probably modified the local text, and 
in later times the local text modified the thought of the local 
church. Or, if we do not simply reconstruct local texts, we can 
try to find out the various documents which lie behind our present 
gospels. In each case there is something tangible to do ; but to 
attempt the reconstruction of a text which is neither the text of 
a definite locality nor the text of one of the original documents, 
is to attempt to produce something half-way between solution 
and crystallization. It probably cannot be done, and it probably 
is not worth doing. 

The gospels consist of various documents which once had a 
separate existence. These have been welded together by a long 
process of redaction, in different localities in somewhat different 
wavs. We possess, more or less, the results of this process. We 
ought to try and reconstitute (i) the original documents, (2) the 
methods of the welding process which they underwent, (3) the 
resultant documents. But to endeavor to select any particular 
point in (2) as of special value is to attempt to represent what 
was transitory as though it were permanent. 

Of course, in order to reconstruct the original documents we 
must try to scrape off, as it were, the various layers of the work 
of the redactors, but this is a process which ought not to be 
stopped in the middle ; we cannot stop at any particular point, 
and say this is the true text, or the original Greek, until we have 
reached the original documents. We may perhaps never reach 
them, but that is no excuse for pretending that we have. 

I fear that in making these last remarks I have wandered 
somewhat away from Dr. Weiss's text. I must ask to be for- 
given on the ground that I have not tried so much to write a 
formal review of this important book as to put down some of the 
thoughts which have been raised in the mind of a textual ist by 
studying the text of the exegete. 



